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PREFACE

The City of Las Vegas has experienced a 73 percent
increase in growth over the last ten years, bringing its
current population to approximately 465,000. By the year
2020, the population of the city is expected to increase to
roughly 800,000. With this growth, air and water quality
have declined. Las Vegans' journeys to work are longer
and traffic is congested due to greater reliance on vehicles
to get to and from work and to meet daily needs.

The city’'s Downtown and older areas are experienc-
ing deterioration, disinvestment and higher rates of vacan-
cies as hew communities have been built on the fringes of
the city's boundaries, creating isolated, walled neighbor-
hoods and further dispersing higher income residents.
The trend of inadequate housing Downtown where jobs
are more abundant, and an insufficient number of jobs to
support the growing population in newly developing
areas, is expected to continue unless the city reshapes its

Growth in the city during the 1990s included

developments such as Desert Shores (foreground)

and Summerlin, in the northwestern area of the
city, shown here in 1997.
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future. How can growth be accommodated while enhanc-
ing the city’s quality of life and livability?

For these reasons the City decided to undertake the
preparation of a new Master Plan. The process incorpo-
rated a bottom-up, grass roots approach through the use
of a large, diverse Steering Committee comprised of civic
leaders, homeowners association groups, architects,
engineers, land use attorneys and planners. This Steering
Committee formulated a vision statement that helped

2020
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shape the preparation of the new Plan’s goals, objectives
and policies. A Technical Committee, comprised of City
department heads and members of outside agencies,
reviewed and refined the input from the Steering Commit-
tee.

The process also included two rather innovative
efforts, a community vision survey and the application of a
suite of GIS models designed to test land use allocation,
traffic, air quality and property tax assessment changes.
The survey was used to determine the community’s level
of concurrence with the concepts and strategies devel-
oped by staff, the Steering Committee and the Technical
Committee to reshape the city’s future. The modeling was
used to determine the degree to which the new Plan’s
goals, objectives and policies would enable the city to
accommodate growth while addressing air quality, traffic
congestion and property assessments.

This Master Plan represents Phase | of the Master Plan
project. This document forms the framework for the
contents of a series of elements, special area plans and
long-term land use designations, including a revised future
land use map that are part of Phase Il.

-------- RAEEI090
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BACKGROUND TO
PLAN PROCESS

INTRODUCTION

This Master Plan is entitled “The Las Vegas 2020
Master Plan”. This Plan is intended to provide a broad
and comprehensive level of policy direction for future
land use decisions and related aspects of corporate
planning in the City of Las Vegas through the year 2020.
The intent of the Plan is also to ensure that the City of Las
Vegas is in compliance with the requirements of all
applicable state laws.

Although a principal role of this document is to
provide guidance to City staff, the Planning Commission
and City Council in the determination of planning-related
decisions, the Master Plan is also intended to act as a
readable, handy reference to the development commu-
nity and the general public.

The structure of the Master Plan is contained in four
sections:

= A background section which explains the basis for
the Master Plan and the methodology used for
researching and preparing the Plan;

= Asection containing a Vision Statement, which
states goals, policies and objectives of each of the
components of the Plan, and outlines the implica-
tions of full implementation of the Master Plan;

= Asection containing a description of the land use
classifications and overlays of the Plan; and

= A section which proposes the Implementation
Methodology for the Plan.

Please note that references to the City of Las Vegas
Administration are made using a capitalized “City”,
whereas geographical references to the City of Las Vegas
are made using the word “city”.

MP2020;GPlan-MPlan;pgmkr;kb/9-22-00 hﬁ?}\éﬁag 2020 --------
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-p Background to Plan Process

OVERVIEW OF CITY GROWTH

POPULATION TRENDS

The population of permanent residents of the
city in 1999 was 465,050, or 35 percent of Clark
County’s total population (Figure 1). Figure 2
shows the population for all incorporated cities in
Clark County. Map 1 illustrates the geographic
location of the City of Las Vegas in relation to Clark
County and the other Las Vegas Valley municipali-
ties. The city’s population increased by more than
93,000 in the 1980s. The city has grown by
196,720 since 1990, for an increase of 73.3 percent
during the nine-year period. This numeric popula-
tion change is second highest in the nation among
all cities, second only to Phoenix. According to the
U.S. Census Bureau, the city’s percentage increase
was 5th highest in the nation among cities with
over 100,000 people. In fact, Las Vegas climbed
the ranks of large cities in the U.S., growing from
63rd largest in 1990 to 37th by 1998.

Historically, more than 80 percent of the
county’s total population growth has come from net
migration (in-migration minus out-migration) as the
economy produces jobs that attract workers from
other labor markets. The net migration rate for the
city is similar to that of the County (Figure 3).

The city’s population is distributed across the
City at varying densities. Generally, the most
densely populated areas are in the central Down-
town, the Penwood/Arville area and along the U.S.
95 / I-515 corridor to the west and northwest (Map
2, showing population by traffic analysis zone). Itis
important to note that twice as many people live
west of Decatur Boulevard as live east of Decatur
Boulevard, and over 96 percent of the population
growth over the next twenty years under the
current trend is projected to occur in the west and
northwest portions of the city. The city is expected
to add over 300,000 people over the next 20 years
for a 2020 projection of 760,000 to 800,000
people.

-------- SRAEEI090

Figurel
Population Growth
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Figure2
Population Growth in Clark County
1990 1999 %Increase | Growth Rate
Boulder City 12,760 14,860 16.5 1.7
Henderson 69,390 177,030 155.1 11.0
Las Vegas 268,330 465,050 733 63
Mesquite 1,960 14,070 6179 245
North LasVegas 50,030 117,250 1344 9.9
Unincorp. Clark
County 367,810 555,280 51.0 47
Total Clark
County 770,280 1,343,540 744 64
Source: Nevada State Demographer
Figure3
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Jurisdictional Boundaries within the
Las Vegas Valley
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Map 3 shows by census tract where the growth has
occurred in the city over the last nine years. As can be
seen, the Downtown area, along with some older neigh-
porhoods, have lost population since 1990, primarily as a
result of increasing vacancies and transitioning land use
from residential to office or commercial functions. The
high growth areas are Summerlin and the northwest
portion of the city. In fact, the census tract that includes
Summerlin had the greatest population growth of any
census tract in the nation over the last nine years. These
trends are projected to continue in the absence of any
policy intervention.

Age distribution has been shifting in
favor of school age children (ages 5-17) and
seniors (65+) during the 1990s, although all
age categories gained population (Figure 4).
The City of Las Vegas is part of the Clark

County School District, and has 50 elemen TN T

tary schools, 13 middle schools, 7 high
schools and 2 advanced academies within its limits. The

School District has a high school dropout rate of 9 percent

compared to 4.5 percent nationally. As of 1998, seniors
comprised just over 10 percent of the population, while
school age children made up nearly 20 percent. Both
categories nearly doubled in population during the 1990s.
There were 40,000 more school age children in 1998 than
in 1990, and 25,000 more seniors. In comparison, there

were 110,000 more people between the ages of 18 and 64,

and 13,000 more toddlers (under age 5).

HOUSING TRENDS

As of July 1999, the City of Las Vegas had 188,000
housing units. There were 68,152 more housing units in
the city than in 1991, for an overall increase of 57
percent. In 1999, 56 percent of the units were single
family dwellings, reflecting a trend that has seen a larger
share of single family units being constructed in the
city (Figure 5). In 1991, for example, the mix of
single family to multi-family units was 51
percent to 46 percent (the remaining
three percent are manufactured hous-
ing). The trend towards more single
family homes is expected to continue as
the majority of units that will be con-
structed in the northwest and southwest
will have a single family to multi-family mix (Fzz;ﬁ, MILES
of 80/20 and 60/40, respectively.

-------- SRAEEI090
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Figure 4
Age Distribution Within Las Vegas
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Figure 5
Housing Units Within Las Vegas
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Although the majority of residents in the Las Vegas
Valley have housing, a 1999 study by the University of
Nevada, Las Vegas, found that there were 6,707 homeless
persons in the Las Vegas Valley, 3,932 of whom lived in
the City of Las Vegas.

A continued shift in housing unit types to single
family forms has implications for future traffic patterns.
For example, single-family detached housing units typically
have more persons per household, more vehicles, and
generate more trips. Single-family households generate
more trips for shopping, education, work and generally
running family members to and from various activities.
Achieving an improved jobs/housing balance, along with
having a greater mix of housing types and greater socio-
economic diversity in households will help to alleviate
traffic congestion for the city and throughout the Las
Vegas Valley. According to the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, Nevada has one car for every 1.8 persons. If this
number holds for the city, there are roughly 260,000
registered automobiles belonging to city residents.

ECONOMIC TRENDS

Gaming and tourism have been the key industries in
Las Vegas for more than 60 years, and are the principal
drivers of employment growth across all major industrial
sectors. Las Vegas, as a whole, is an economy that relies
heavily on service industries, which account for 45 percent

Summerlin, the fastest selling master planned community in the
nation, has been a key area of city growth.

2020
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Map 4

City Land Development Patterns
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Employment

Figure 6

Employment by Sector Within Clark County
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of the total Las Vegas Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
employment. Of that, 57 percent is in hotel/gaming and
recreation (HGR) services. In fact, more than 26 percent of
the total work force is employed in HGR. The Las Vegas
MSA includes Clark and Nye Counties in Nevada and
Mohave County in Arizona. The vast majority of Las Vegas
MSA employment is in the Las Vegas Valley. Map 4
illustrates the pattern of city land development and shows
major employment nodes.

There were 33.8 million visitors to the Las Vegas Valley
in 1999, compared to 21 million in 1990. According to the
Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority, 60 percent of
visitors to the Las Vegas Valley visited Downtown and 12%
stayed in Downtown hotels. The additional visitors have
been accommodated by the development of 46,564 hotel
rooms in the Las Vegas Valley during the 1990s, for a 1999
total of 120,294 rooms. The development in hotel proper-
ties, in turn, has been the driving force behind residential
and commercial development in the City of Las Vegas and
throughout the Las Vegas Valley.

Las Vegas has attempted to diversify its economy to
pbecome less reliant on HGR. Employment in the manufac-
turing sector, though relatively small, has more than
doubled since 1990, compared with zero to negative
growth nationally. The construction industry, which may
be an example of growth feeding on growth, has shown
employment gains of 85 percent since 1990 and now
makes up 10 percent of the total workforce (Figure 6).

The gaming industry has provided a steady employ-
ment base for Las Vegas. For the most part, unemploy-
ment in the MSA has remained below the national rate.
This is due primarily to the rapid expansion in hotel/
casinos and mega-resorts. Local experts calculate that for
each new hotel room, one job is created within the hotel,
and one and one-half jobs are created outside the hotel,
for a net gain of 2.5 jobs per hotel room. This multiplier
effect creates demand for businesses that support the
hotels, as well as businesses that support the growing
population.

2020
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Between 1980 and 1990, the county workplace
experienced change. Overall, the participation in the
labor force changed little, going from 70.2 percent to 70.6
percent, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. But during
the decade, the share of women in the labor force in-
creased by seven percent, while male participation de-
creased by four percent. Overall, minority participation
increased during the 1980s. The increase was driven
primarily by the increased participation of African-American
and Hispanic women. It is expected that the 2000 census
will reveal that these trends continued through the 1990s.

It's estimated that 28 percent of the jobs in the Las
Vegas Valley are in the City of Las Vegas (source: City of
Las Vegas Planning and Development Department). The
majority of city employment is in the Downtown area and
in Summerlin in the western portion of the city (Map 5).
The dispersion of employment throughout the city can
help improve the jobs / housing balance, increase com-
muting traffic that goes against the major flow of traffic
coming into the business core, and ultimately improve
traffic congestion throughout the city. Based on current
trends, the Northwest Town Center is projected to capture
a large share of the city’s future employment growth,
along with Summerlin and the Downtown office core.

Map 5
City of Las Vegas
Jobs by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) - 1999
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WHY A NEW MASTER PLAN?

The City's General Plan was last rewritten in 1992.
The tremendous increase in population and employ-
ment growth that has occurred in the Las Vegas Valley,
particularly in the last ten years, has rendered the
current General Plan inadequate. Plans for city services
and infrastructure need to be based on accurate demo-
graphic and employment forecasts for timely implemen-
tation.

In particular, a number of events have occurred
over the 1998/1999 time frame, which point to the
need to revisit the 1992 General Plan (Chart 1). These
are discussed in some detail in the following sections.

Chart |
EVZ:ItS Leading to New Plan Plgsrﬁerzozo

2005
Strategic Plan

RING AROUND THE VALLEY

During the 1997 Nevada State Legislature, growth

i gual'ty of and planning issues were at the forefront of the public
B urYGe policy debate. Senator Dina Titus introduced the con-
O, cept of establishing an urban growth boundary around
T g the Las Vegas Valley. Pundits dubbed her proposal the
T-= . . : . .
o9 Ring Around the Valley”. Her intention was to begin to
Zao curb so-called “leapfrog development” that was occur-
ULI Panel ring outside established service boundaries, and also to
and Report encourage redevelopment and infill development.

Urban growth boundary proponents argued that,
Py forcing new development to be contiguous with
existing development, local governments would be
more likely to follow their Master Plans, and as impor-
tantly, to time capital improvements to meet the needs
of growth and development in an orderly and efficient
manner. Opponents argued that the growth boundary
was an infringement into local government issues, and
would increase land costs and ultimately inflate housing
prices. Furthermore, they argued, the Las Vegas Valley
already had a defacto growth boundary in the form of
the Bureau of Land Management's disposal boundary.

LASVECASONON ===~~~
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Assemblywoman Chris Giunchigliani also introduced
the idea of establishing a regional planning authority for
the entire Las Vegas Valley during the 1997 legislative
session. A compromise with Senator Jon Porter and others
did establish the Southern Nevada Strategic Planning
Authority. The SNSPA, consisting of some 28 entity, com-
munity and business leaders, set out on a two year course
to identify common needs and concerns, review existing
entity plans and documents, and create a regional plan-
ning agenda. The SNSPA delivered its report and recom-
mendations, including the formation of a permanent
regional planning authority, to the 1999 Nevada Legisla-
ture. (See Regional Issues section on page 18.)

ULI PANEL AND REPORT

An interlocal agreement between the Valley entities
resulted in a request to the Urban Land Institute to form an
advisory panel, which convened in October 1997. The
membership of the panel consisted of a range of business
and development interests, educators and others. The
outcome of this panel session was a report entitled “Livable
Las Vegas: Managing Growth in the Las Vegas Valley”,
produced in 1998. This report contained a series of
recommendations aimed at improving the overall livability
of the region.

The recommendations of the panel
stressed the importance of building
strategic leadership as a means of formu-
lating and achieving a vision for the
future. The panel also highlighted the
importance of ensuring that an adequate
amount of land and water are available
to support the anticipated levels of
development. The panel identified the
need to build on strengths within the
community in order to maintain a vital
economy and foster a livable community.

The panel also suggested that the
Valley entities need to focus on adding
value to the core quality of life components and on im-
proving the valley economy. Finally, the panel endorsed a
smart growth approach to future development. The
policies of the Master Plan are oriented to achieving the
recommendations as set out in the ULI report.

-------- SRAEEI090

ULI Advisory Panel, collecting public input, 1997.
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MODEL CITIES PROJECT

The Model Cities Project was a study of four western
cities recognized for their livability and business climate:
Seattle, Portland, San Diego and Phoenix. The purpose of
the study was to evaluate the opportunities and threats
facing the city as it considered alternative planning policies
to address regionalism, growth and quality of life. The City
sent staff members to meet with business leaders, develop-
ers, elected officials and public sector officials and learn
from their experiences working within a regional planning
framework, and to better understand the pros and cons of
various growth management strategies.

In November 1997, a report was delivered to the
Mayor and City Council. The following recommendations
are contained in the report:

= Develop long-term community goals through exten-
sive public participation and community visioning;

= Develop a growth strategies framework to achieve
the goals identified by citizens and community
leaders;

= Create an implementation plan that incorporates
attainable funding strategies,

= Create benchmarks to monitor progress and provide
a continuous feedback loop to decision-makers; and

= Continue to enhance urban design and aesthetic
standards that assist developers in revitalizing older
neighborhoods and creating new neighborhoods of
enduring values.

As a follow-up to the Model Cities Project, a series of
six town hall meetings were held to discuss growth and
planning in Las Vegas. Among the more than five hun-
dred town hall attendees who participated in a survey,
more than two-thirds felt that the pace of development in
the Valley has detracted from quality of life. However, less
than one-third wanted to slow growth, the remainder
agreed that City policy should accommodate growth and
over 80 percent felt a regional planning agency would be
most effective in addressing growth issues.

QUALITY OF LIFE SURVEY RESULTS

A survey was conducted in February 1999 by the City
of Las Vegas in conjunction with researchers from the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. The purpose of the
survey was to provide information on a range of quality of
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life issues facing Valley residents. The results of this survey
were published in October 1999, and provided residents’
opinions on the quality of their neighborhoods, the factors
most important to their quality of life, on whether quality
of life is improving or declining, which elements are the
most important to improve, and which elements residents
are willing to pay more for through taxes.

The results of this statistically accurate survey focused
on air, water, traffic and crime as major issues. These
issues have been factored into the development of this
Master Plan, to ensure that quality of life issues are ad-
dressed throughout the Plan.

REGIONAL ISSUES

The timing of this Master Plan is in line with regional
efforts which have been underway for some time, and
which will be concluding in 2002.

In 1997, approval of Senate Bill No. 383 by the
Nevada State Legislature established the Southern Nevada
Strategic Planning Authority (SNSPA). The mandate of the
SNSPA was to:

= |dentify and evaluate the needs of Clark County
relating to its growth;

= Prioritize the objectives and strategies relating to the
growth of Clark County; and

= Recommend to the 70th session of the Nevada
Legislature strategies for meeting the growth needs
and objectives of Clark County.

In 1998, the SNSPA completed a report, which,
among other things, recommended the formation of a
regional planning authority in the Las Vegas Valley. As a
result, the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition
(SNRPC) was created by interlocal agreement among the
Valley entities in October 1998, and received formal
legislative standing, authority and mandates in May 1999.
This body is comprised of representatives of all the munici-
pal entities in the Valley, as well as representatives from
other utility and service providers in the Valley.

The SNRPC has been vested with the responsibility of
preparing a regional plan by March 2001. Consultants
were approved in March 2000, and began work on this
regional plan. Itis anticipated that this regional plan will
focus on land use issues, infill development and the
development of public facilities.

-------- SRAEEI090

Regional solutions will be necessary to address such
things as traffic and air quality issues.
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The City must ensure that its policies with regard to
regional issues are adequately reflected in the Master Plan,
and that the policies of the Master Plan, representing
contemporary thinking on these matters, can be incorpo-
rated directly into the regional planning framework cur-
rently being developed.

A host of issues have come to light both before and
during the preparation process of the Master Plan that will
require a regional perspective to address. These include
the roadway and transportation network, which is an
amalgam of local, county and state initiatives and funding
responsibilities, and t